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Abstract: How public space is designed, who it is designed by, and the events
embedded within it can have a huge impact on the lived experiences in a city.
Traditional ways of developing urban space have been generating an increasing
distance between citizens, the spaces they inhabit, and the processes for creating
these spaces. This can be seen in the reduced interactions between people in public
space, the little use of public space and the disengagement of citizens from existing
development processes. In view of this, a playful co-creation approach of temporary
urban spaces is explored within a community in Sweden as a new way of developing
urban space, using playfulness to enable active and extended involvement of
residents. Both playfulness and co-creation present multiple benefits when it comes
to bringing people together and facilitating creativity, and this process combines these
terms and applies them in the context of developing urban space. A resulting lowbudget, playful process ignited activation, fostered closeness, and brought change led
by residents to the neighbourhood.
Keywords: playfulness; co-creation; approach; urban space; closeness

1. Introduction
Smaniotto et al. (2020, p.7) describe public open spaces as “a subject that belongs to us all”;
they are the spaces outside our private territory that we must share with others. Public
spaces within cities can be viewed as the crossroads of society (Madanipour, 2013), where
social connections, understandings, and random happenings can occur. They are also places
of experimentation, where both small and major events can change the course of social life
in a city (Madanipour, 2017).
With the COVID-19 pandemic, empty urban spaces shed light on the lack of engaging
outdoor public spaces, for people to connect in ways that are not commercial. Even when
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physical distance became almost mandatory in many cities and outdoor spaces were the
outlet for actual physical presence, bleak silence was still observed in these spaces. Why?
Gómez and Carrasco (2019) point out how cities have been left in the hands of experts for
too long; they have been designed without the participation and involvement of their
inhabitants, which has subsequently contributed to a breakdown of the urban social life and
communities (Gómez and Carrasco, 2019). The social sustainability component of a city is
clearly affected by the design of public space, who designs it (Eizenberg & Jabareen, 2016),
and consequently, what type uses its design promotes, i.e., what practices, activities, events,
and social relations are enabled. What we observe today is an increasing distance being
generated between people and the physical built environment, reflected in the reduced use
of it, reduced interactions in it, and reduced ownership of citizens over public space. Our
disengagement with these spaces and the way they are being created stems from the
moment when the use-value of spaces is decided on, which is acclaimed to the responsibility
and politics of urban expertise. But what if citizens actively took part in processes of urban
transformation?
Lefebvre, a French intellectual of the 20th century, introduced the concept of the right to
the city – a cry and a demand for cities to be built upon democracy and self-management,
where inhabitants could become ‘active citizens’ within its production (Purcell, 2013). As a
result, cities would become “a space for encounter, connection, play, learning, difference,
surprise, and novelty [...] inhabitants engaging in meaningful interactions [...] through which
they overcome their separation, come to learn about each other, and deliberate together
about the meaning and future of the city” (Purcell, 2013, p. 149). As a way of taking the right
to the city from theory to implementation, placemaking emerged as a practice focused on
turning spaces into places by engaging different types of people in the practice of urban
planning and design, where such collaboration can be described as co-creation (Teder,
2019). Co-creation and co-design processes are becoming relevant for urban space
development due to the concern for ‘liveability’ in large European cities (Munthe-Kaas,
2015). These approaches emphasise the inclusion of more diverse actors in the process
(Itten et al., 2020), through active involvement and engagement, and with aim to share
equal agency and sense of ownership in the process of resolving issues (Saunders, 2018).
However, methods for involving people to such a level are still at infancy, and existing ones
are not without critique on how they are carried out (Schaban-Maurer, 2013). Against this
background, this paper describes a playful approach to co-creation and its outcomes in the
context of public urban space transformation.

2. Understanding playful co-creation of urban space
Co-creation in design practice has emerged as a mindset and deliberate tool for stimulating
active public involvement in design processes. Literature suggests that design disciplines
have had periodic cycles of resurging interest and decline in ‘design participation’, which
challenge traditional approaches e.g. in product, service, and urban design (including
planning and development) that exclude voices of users and ignore many stakeholders
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(Binder, Brandt and Gregory, 2008). For example, participatory design approaches stemmed
from a dissatisfaction with traditional design processes and an increasing desire of citizens
for engagement in decision making (Schaban-Maurer, 2013). These emerging disciplines
made explicit the need to destabilise the power and control of designers over designs which
will be used by other people (Sopjani, 2021, p.21).
In practical terms, Davis and Andrew (2017) discuss how in design the term implies the
involvement of users at multiple stages throughout the design process, where “the creativity
of designers and people not trained in design work together” (Sanders & Stappers, 2007, p.
6). Co-creation is about multiple stakeholders coming together, being active, engaged, and
present in the activities done (Sopjani, 2021). To engage in co-creation activities requires a
certain investment of physical and psychological energy, but the benefits of this involvement
can be multiple, with examples including connection to projects or becoming part of a
creative community (Teder, 2019). Even though the values of involvement are understood,
earlier studies suggested that meaningful participation is rarely achieved (Yang & Callahan,
2005). Previous efforts to improve participation have often failed due to poor planning or
execution, conventional notions of expertise and professionalism that leave little room for
participatory processes, or difficulties in accessing and hearing what people have to say
(Schaban-Maurer, 2013). Especially in the urban context, studies showed an absence of will
to solicit and use local knowledge from residents, with low trust between stakeholders
(ibid.). As a result, more methods and models are being tried and explored given the
potential transdisciplinary nature of the co-creation approach (De Koning, Crul, and Wever,
2016).
Playful co-creation is explored as a method to bring playfulness into the urban realm and
into processes that are typically more serious and less inclusive. Playfulness is added as a
critical element to enable active and extended involvement, taking advantage of the innate
playfulness of humans which makes them playful creatures (Huizinga, 1950). Here we define
play as a free activity, not serious yet very absorbing, through which no profit can be gained
(Huizing, 1950). Play taps into intrinsic motivation, brings new energy, and fosters social
interactions, and as Castro (2021) points out, nowadays multiple values are associated with
play, such as learning, efficiency, sociability, creativity, experimentation, etc. For all these
reasons, play has been increasingly investigated as a mechanism to facilitate creative
processes. But how can play be actually used as a tool for involvement? To answer this
question it becomes easier to talk about playfulness, as this term refers more to a quality or
attitude (Barnett, 1990) rather than an action. Playfulness, or the quality of being lighthearted or full of fun, has been recognised as a vehicle for creativity in the social sciences
(Barnett, 1990). Playful attributes include being cheerful, joyous, humorous, witty, and
energetic (Barnett, 1990) – attributes which can be used to spark curiosity and voluntary
engagement, i.e., genuine participation (Kubinyi et al., 2021). In this sense, playfulness has
already been explored in the context of co-creation with children. In 2020, design students
at the Estonian Academy of Arts found that ambiguous and spontaneous settings promoting
autonomy were good for the testing of playful co-creation practices (Kubinyi et al., 2021).
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Hence, the incorporation of playfulness into co-creation could possibly improve the
effectiveness of design participation by enabling active and extended voluntary involvement.
In the following, we present a playful co-creation approach named Fluke.

3. Method
3.1 Research setting
The study was carried out in a neighbourhood in the North of Stockholm, Sweden, during
the first six months of 2021 with the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic. Lappkärrsberget,
commonly referred to as Lappis, is considered the largest student housing complex of
Stockholm (Figure 1). Home to over 2000 students of all ages and some young families, it
was built in the late sixties and is owned by Stockholm Studentbostäder (SSSB), a housing
company that was founded by students. The neighbourhood is known for its huge
international population, and for accommodating residents for short periods of time –
between 5 months and 1 year, but also for longer periods like 5-8 years.

Figure 1. Aerial shot of the neighbourhood of Lappis. Source: Clément Morinan.

At the beginning of 2021, the construction of a new paddle court was initiated by SSSB in
Lappis (Figure 2). This action became a trigger for the study, as the lack of dialogue and
unexpected appearance of it generated mixed feelings among residents and made apparent
how little resident involvement there had been. This initiated questions regarding how
public space decisions in the neighbourhood were made, and so, Lappis became a relevant
case to study, which resulted in a master thesis research project created by Bodnar and
Arthur (2021).
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Figure 2. Resulting paddle court opened to residents in June 2021. Source: SSSB.

This construction led to a deeper interest in the processes used to consult residents in the
neighbourhood, where initial findings suggested that only customer surveys were used to
gather opinions about existing facilities, not upcoming projects. Other constructions also
appeared in a similar way, generating controversial opinions as well. In view of this,
questions such as ‘What can processes to engage residents look like?’ and ‘What are the
effects of it?’ became central to the study.

3.2 Methodology
A participatory action research (PAR) approach was chosen, as the questions were to be
studied with the considered subjects of research rather than on them (Reason & Torbert,
2001). The goal was to have the people using the environment become active participants in
the research and in changing the environment (Sanoff, 2000). Participation therefore
became a central component of the research approach, which was facilitated through tools,
tasks, and structured activities (Vaughn & Jacquez, 2020). A playful co-creation method
referred to as the Fluke approach was created. The method was inspired by steps typically
found in placemaking processes, which resulted in the following steps:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Understanding the people and space
Creating a vision for what this space could be
Generating ideas that fit this vision
Deciding which ideas to create
Prototyping ideas
Implementing the prototypes and evaluating towards longer-term creations

The approach was applied over three months and a half with a budget of only 3000 SEK
granted by the tenant association (300 EUR). Participants were residents of the Lappis
neighbourhood with varied backgrounds in terms of origin, study field, age, gender, etc. No
background in particular was targeted, but at the beginning the focus was more on random
residents passing by the activities, and towards the end more the actively engaged residents.
For the purpose of reaching out to residents and generating interest, social media platforms
such as Instagram and Facebook were used along with physical posters. During the action
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research work, which was conducted entirely outdoors, the design researchers acted as
facilitators for the interactions between tools and the participants.
Each step relied on playful tools to engage and support people in the co-creation of their
space, which were developed in an iterative manner by asking the question ‘How can this be
made more fun?’. As the budget for the project was set quite low from the start, affordable
and easily accessible materials such as cardboard, wood, post-its, and markers were largely
used. This DIY, lo-fi appearance was found to generate friendly, familiar, fun feelings in
participants, and was therefore chosen as the aesthetic for the whole process. Playful
elements and interactions such as a roulette, finding a hidden object, or drawing on a
plexiglass board were explored in different tools, and the learnings from one design were
transferred to the following design – generating an increasing knowledge on playful tools.
Fluke approach is limited for its strong context dependence. Its first application was in an
established community formed mostly by students, where English was the predominant
language. This eased the process, given that the facilitators were in a similar moment of life
(i.e., students abroad) and could speak the same language. Another limitation is that only
one tool was developed and tested per step, instead of at least two.

3.3 The Fluke Approach
A fluke is an unlikely chance occurrence, especially a surprising piece of luck. In the context
of urban space, playfulness can be understood as the introduction of more flukes or
unexpected happenings in public space that capture people's attention and cause them to
shift from their standard patterns and behaviours towards more spontaneous actions and
interactions.
Small spontaneous interventions or flukes were initially tested out to observe how residents
reacted to un-directedness and spontaneous elements placed in the neighbourhood. From
these flukes we learned that a facilitator was needed in order to create trust in the process
and for interactions to occur more naturally. This outcome helped design the tools of the
first steps. The Fluke approach is summarised in Figure 3, and in the following pages we
present the playful tools that were developed for each step of the process.

Figure 3. The Fluke Approach: steps and tools.
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Fluke Encounters & Fluke Egg Hunt
The first step consisted of comprehending the territory through the neighbours knowledge
(Gómez & Pizarro, 2019), and collectively identifying the qualities and challenges of the
place. For this two tools were used.
The Fluke Encounters were the first contact with residents at the street-level that made
information-giving fun and accessible by using cardboard and sticky notes to ask questions
to the residents that passed by. In total three encounters were carried out, all characterised
by a common DIY aesthetic based on low-cost materials. Additional elements such as rugs,
chairs, plants, also provided a feeling of place (Figure 4). The Fluke Encounters occurred in
the Main Square, as it seemed to be the best spot to get as many passerbyers. A visible
location which could be easily reached by a wide crowd was something that guided the
placement of the following activities/tools.

Figure 4 Set-up for one of the Fluke Encounters.

The Fluke Egg Hunt was a participatory mapping exercise turned into a game, where
participants identify the qualities and challenges of a place collectively to create a visual
representation using the tools and materials at their disposal (National Council for Voluntary
Organisations, 2010). In this activity, a traditional easter egg hunt game was used as the
mechanism to gather resident perceptions of the neighbourhood. For this, residents had to:
1. Find a hidden egg in one of the spaces that had been defined by us as
favourite space, least favourite space, undiscovered space, scary space, etc.),
and bring it to us (Figure 5, left).
2. Return the egg to where they found it and make their own interpretation of
this place. They did this by putting a numbered pin in their own spatial
interpretation (Figure 5, right).
The activity occurred during Easter break for three hours around the whole area of Lappis.
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Figure 5. Egg found in the Fluke Egg Hunt (left) and two pins placed by residents (right).

Flukeshop
The second step consisted of creating a compelling vision to give direction to the following
co-creation efforts. The Flukeshop was a fun, themed workshop that helped participants get
immersed in future-thinking and create a vision for an ideal neighbourhood. The Flukeshop
was limited to 6 participants who took on the role of Lappis Listeners, piecing together all
the information gathered during the previous steps. This number was due to the increased
restrictions at that time due to Covid-19 pandemic.
The 3-hour long workshop was divided in two parts: an initial outdoor one exploring the
NOW of the neighbourhood, followed by an indoor part defining the WOW of the
neighbourhood (Figure 6, left). Through the workshop, participants co-created a vision for
Lappis based on the thoughts, desires, needs, challenges, and opportunities identified during
the previous steps. The ideal Lappis was envisioned in the form of key adjectives that would
guide residents in the upcoming ideation activity (Figure 6, right).

Figure 6. Set-up for Flukeshop (left) and vision for the ideal Lappis as adjectives (right).

Fluke Dayz
The third step in the process consisted of creating different possibilities and dreams of
transformation for the neighbourhood with the help of the vision created. From the Fluke
Egg Hunt, eight spaces within Lappis showed potential to be ‘turned into places’. Hence, the
Fluke Dayz was a playful design activity where residents reimagined these eight spaces.
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The activity was carried out in two 3-hour-long sessions in the Main Square, with materials
provided for residents. A roulette was created for participants to spin and get one of these
spaces randomly assigned (Figure 7) as a way to make participation more fun and attractive.

Figure 7. Set-up for Fluke Dayz: Lappis vision to the left and roulette to the right.

Afterwards, the reimaginings were carried out using a Flukeboard – a plexiglass board on
which they could draw and write their ideas (Figure 8). These boards acted as an analog way
to do Augmented Reality (AR), as participants first drew their idea on the Flukeboard, then
held the board over the space, to then take a picture of their idea ‘in space’.

Figure 8. Resident drawing on the Flukeboard (left) and the resulting drawing (right).

Plato platform
The fourth step consisted of enabling residents to decide which ideas to take further. For
this, a tool that allowed decentralisation of the decision-making process was chosen, since
decisions are normally left to a limited number of ‘experts’. To do this, residents uploaded
their ideas created during the previous step onto a digital platform called the Plato platform.
Within it, residents specified the budget required to make their ideas, and then received
money to allocate their most liked ideas. They could see progress bars under each idea,
indicating how much funding it had received already (Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Two ideas uploaded onto the Plato platform with different levels of funding.

BBQ Co-design & Co-building
The fifth step consisted of taking the most voted ideas, collectively conceptualising them
further, and finally creating them. For this, two BBQ Co-design events followed by a series of
Co-building sessions were used. In the BBQ events the ideas were defined further, and some
residents became managers by taking agency over one or more ideas. To facilitate this, a
table was covered with paper and post-its with the most voted ideas (Figure 10, left). At the
same time, the materials needed and the communication means for managers was
discussed through a cardboard box covered with post-its, used as a more fun way of doing a
spreadsheet (Figure 10, right).

Figure 10. A table covered in paper and sticky notes (left) and a cardboard box covered with sticky
notes to facilitate visualisation, brainstorming and planning (right).

In the Co-building sessions, managers created their ideas and prepared them to be
showcased in a one-day event called the Lappis Summer Dreams Day – the last step of the
Fluke process. The goal was to allow residents who became project managers to selforganise and build their ideas, and so, workshop space within the neighbourhood along with
the materials they had specified was offered (Figure 11). Residents could actually prototype
their envisioned spaces in this step, and transform them for a day in the final step.
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Figure 11. Managers building their ideas – collaboratively and individually.

5. Results
5.1 Ignited activation
More than 300 residents between 20-35 years of age got involved in at least one step of the
Fluke process voluntarily, investing their time, energy, attention, and specific skills to a
higher or lesser degree. There were 169 participants in the first step, but only six in the
second due to Covid-19 restrictions. 50 residents participated in the third step, and 20 in the
fourth. In the fifth step, 22 participants joined and in the sixth it was 10 of them who carried
out interventions as idea managers. As can be seen, more participants were involved initially
and fewer towards the end as ideas began taking shape and demands from the project
became also higher in terms of time and effort. Nevertheless, during each step there was
more commitment generated from people to the issue, as activities were about
transforming their space and were held outside offering some sort of activity open to
everyone (Figure 12).

Figure 12. Interactions during the Fluke Egg Hunt and Fluke Dayz.

The Fluke Encounters made giving information fun and accessible, and introduced the
project to the residents. People got involved and offered valuable input because of the lowfidelity and inviting setup withrugs, plants, and a couch that created a sense of place.
The Easter Egg Hunt stimulated reflection about neighbourhood spaces. The activity was
highly participatory both due to the way it was communicated but also its playful nature, as
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the activity was essentially a game. The outcome was a rich digital collaborative map with 40
places identified by residents as their favourite, scary, controversial, undiscovered, etc.
The Flukeshop got participants immersed in future-thinking towards a vision development
for their neighbourhood. It explored 8 different spaces within Lappis and offered strategic
information gathering or small activities in them, to question the space and the community
itself.
The Fluke Dayz allowed ideas of physical constructions and activities to be created. Through
the flukeboards, residents designed their neighbourhood spaces generating alternative uses
of their spaces. A total of 35 ideas were uploaded on the Plato platform as conceptual
designs.
The Plato platform helped residents make decisions about which ideas to bring into actual
spatial transformation in a decentralised and gamified manner. Out of 38 members, 20
allocated their chunk of available budget to at least one project. The 35 ideas were reduced
to 19.
The BBQ Co-design brought residents to collaborative decision making sessions in a relaxed
environment. First, 22 people got together to discuss the ideas that had been voted the
most. Out of 19 ideas, 11 received a manager. During the Co-building sessions, 10 out of 11
ideas were prototyped in five days through active involvement of the managers, who also
kept other people active.
Compared to previous processes carried out by the landlord which only informed residents
about upcoming projects, the Fluke approach offered residents the chance to collaboratively
express their opinions, propose ideas, and design all while playing. This approach ignited
activation among the residents, and turned into a collective intervention to transform their
urban commons.

5.2 From unused space to collectively shared ideal of place
Five different spaces were turned into places by residents during the Lappis Summer Dreams
Day (Figure 13). This one-day event constituted the last step of the Fluke approach. It
enabled experimentation with neighbourhood public spaces – ten different activities were
self-organized by the managers and enjoyed by other residents.
These creations were the direct result of the engagement of residents with the Fluke
approach. The process was initiated and guided by designers, but engaged in and enabled by
residents, as residents had full creative and decision-making power over the designed
outcomes. It can be said that residents became co-creators of their space. From an initially
silent neighbourhood, Lappis was transformed to represent a collectively shared ideal of a
place. The neighbourhood can be said to have been successfully acclaimed by the residents.
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Figure 13. Spaces in the neighbourhood before (left) and after (right) the Lappis Summer Dreams
Day.

5.3 Closeness between people-place-process
Surprisingly, apart from active involvement, the Fluke approach generated closeness.
Closeness was seen emerging during the playful and unpredictable moments of the Fluke
approach in the form of increased interactions in public space, increased use of this space,
and overall engagement of residents with the process.
A sense of agency (i.e., the experience of initiating and controlling an action) and a sense of
ownership (i.e., a feeling of mineness) was seen especially towards the final steps (Figure
14). The approach was carried out over a period of three months, giving residents time to
reclaim their connection to their own neighbourhood spaces and gain trust in the process.
Residents kept coming to the activities and continuing their involvement until the end,
showing a curious and interested resident eager to be part of transforming the place (Figure
15).
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Figure 14. Residents preparing for the Lappis Summer Dreams Day.

Figure 15. Residents during the Lappis Summer Dreams Day setting up their projects.

During the final step, neighbourhood spaces became places where people wanted to stay
and residents even gave them names. A previous basketball court was turned into a drawing
wall that brought people together in creating art (Figure 16). Such involvement with the
process and results brought residents closer to their space. It changed their perception of
what spaces could be used for and how they could be modified, granting them access to
make temporary modifications. These activities can be said to have transformed residents'
perceptions about their agency and ownership over the place they lived in, and brought
them together in sharing that feeling. Nobody asked anybody for permission, everybody felt
free and entitled to use the spaces in this way.

Figure 16. A basketball court transformed into a drawing wall, with many residents gathered around.

14

Playful co-creation of urban space

6. Discussion & conclusions
This paper presented a playful co-creation approach called Fluke, and described its
outcomes in an urban neighbourhood in Stockholm, Sweden. The approach addressed cocreation from the lens of playfulness, incorporating playful tools as an alternative way of
influencing, designing, developing and transforming urban space into new temporary uses
led by residents. Three key findings resulted from the implementation of Fluke approach:
first, that it ignited activation among residents to gain agency and ownership over the
shared public spaces; second, it brought residents to direct involvement in collective actions
to turn unused spaces into shared ideal places; and third, it generated closeness between
people-place-process. We argue that these outcomes emerged because playfulness became
an essential part of stimulating co-creation.
The idea of play in connection to urban space was already expressed in Lefebvre’s work
when he stated that urban space could become “the moment of play and of the
unpredictable” (Lefebvre, 1996, p. 195). In this project, different spaces of Lappis became
this, during and at the end of the process. Playfulness of tools lowered the barrier to
participation, i.e., made it easier and more appealing for residents to engage with the
process. There were no formal ways used to tap into the residents’ world, but instead playful
tools that emerged from collective input. We argue that the appearance and essence of the
tools made residents feel comfortable in contributing without having expertise on urban
design or planning, thus fostering closeness between them and the process. Further, a
common project brought together residents by offering something interesting to engage in
and take something out of, such as practising skills, meeting people, etc, which facilitated
closeness between people. Given the pandemic, people in Sweden were not asked to strictly
stay indoors nor limit their contacts, but work and other activities became online. Because of
this, the pandemic facilitated the process as there was still a growing need for spontaneous
things and interactions to occur. The situation forced all activities to be done outdoors for
being considered a more protected environment, which gave more visibility to the process.
Carrying out co-creative activities outdoors automatically opens up the process to anybody
that feels like engaging with it, contrary to indoor environments where the people that come
have to be in a co-creative mindset as they probably sign-up for the activity beforehand.
Playful tools do not necessarily need to be games, rather, tools that become playful through
using unconventional elements in contexts where playfulness wouldn’t normally be present,
doing things out-of-the-ordinary ways. When looking at the Fluke approach, several key
elements can be noted to have enabled playful co-creation, which coincide well with the
four game elements introduced by Schell (2008) – story, playful mechanics, technology, and
aesthetics. In the Fluke approach, the story evolved around the right to urban space having
been taken away from residents by their landlord. Fluke arrived when closeness was most
needed with a set of playful outdoor tools that enabled residents to navigate the untouched
grounds and create new uses that brought joy and closeness to the neighbourhood. The
mechanics that framed this story were the steps inspired by placemaking. Further, there was

15

Brittney Nicole Arthur Cabrera, Liridona Sopjani

also a technological aspect to it consisting of the affordable and easily accessible materials
configured into useful tools. These supported the involvement of residents in the different
interactions. Finally, the Fluke approach had a playful aesthetic element characterising it and
communicating with the residents, which was DIY and low-fidelity. These elements should
be taken into account by designers, whose efforts shift from designing final objects to
designing processes and tools instead. ‘Facilitators’ (Sanders and Stappers (2008) or ‘design
ears’ (Hesselgren, 2020) becomes a more suitable name for designers as well.
From the case of Lappis we learn that co-creation is not about voicing multiple participants
into the process, but more about dynamically letting agency over the process emerge, be
shared, claimed, and even transferred from one participant to another. Incorporating play
into co-creation sheds light to how we can improve involvement in regards to commons. As
its name indicates, playful approaches contribute to co-creative design practices by bringing
the element of playfulness into them. Having already been considered a vehicle for creativity
in other fields (Barnett, 1990), playfulness facilitates the creativity obstacle that sometimes
can be found in environments that strive for co-creation. Why? Because the focus turns
more towards enjoying than on creating, although ironically this in turn causes participants
to become ‘highly immersed’ as Huizinga pointed out. In adult life, ‘work’ and ‘play’ are
often separated (Donoff & Bridgman, 2017), but this separation can be bridged. From the
Fluke approach we bring forward two examples where playfulness (‘play’) helped carry out
co-creative tasks (‘work’). In the Fluke Egg Hunt, the use of a game to carry out a mapping
exercise made people spend time outdoors and engage in an activity that offered them
entertainment and reflection. People were doing a task, but without realising it. Another
example lies in the Fluke Dayz, where the roulette element grabbed people's attention,
bringing them closer to the tool before they even knew it was a tool to do a task. Then, the
interesting mechanism for creating a drawing made it easy for residents to complete this
task. It offered an outdoor activity as well, which was much appreciated during the
pandemic times. Overall, we can say that playfulness was infused by adding cheerful, joyous,
humorous, witty and energetic visual elements and interactions in the steps, appealing to
the playful creature within every human (Huizinga, 1950). More so, in the context of cocreation of urban space, words such as out-of-the-box, spontaneous, and full of flukes are
words that can also be associated with playfulness. Co-creation processes that manage to
associate these attributes to them will be able to effectively achieve participation and
involvement. But, whether those harmonise agency and power distribution in issues of
common concern requires further studies. In particular, a challenge is to move forward cocreation outcomes. For example, although the landlord expressed interest in the
methodology, they never expressed interest in taking the work forward. Lefebvre (1996) and
many more scholarly works argue on the right to participation and appropriation, but is that
right manifested enough? Is co-creation truly challenging the existing agency and power
relationships institutionalised by time? With further studies needed on how playfulness can
challenge this, what remains clear is that co-creation practices can use playfulness to ignite
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activation, foster closeness, and facilitate interventions led by residents to change their
neighbourhood.
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